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Because the practical result of applying the summary judgment remedy is to deprive the party against whom judgment is granted 
of a trial in the usual course, the remedy is often referred to as harsh, extreme, or drastic one, | which should be awarded with 


caution,” and in strict compliance with the applicable rule,” to ensure that a litigant is not improperly deprived of a trial.“ 
Although summary judgment saves time, effort, and expense by avoiding a full trial under certain circumstances, those savings 


may not be gained at the expense of denying a litigant the right of trial if there is a genuine issue of material fact to be litigated.” 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


Summary judgment should not be used as an abbreviated trial, even where the proof is difficult, or the court may believe that 
the non-movant will be unsuccessful at trial. Wilkes v. Celadon Group, Inc., 121 N.E.3d 1095 (Ind. Ct. App. 2019). 


Sua sponte orders of summary judgment will be upheld only when the party against whom judgment will be entered was given 
sufficient notice and an adequate opportunity to demonstrate why summary judgment should not be granted. SDCL § 15—6-— 
56(c). Leonhardt v. Leonhardt, 2012 SD 71, 822 N.W.2d 714 (S.D. 2012). 


[END OF SUPPLEMENT] 
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